Town of Summerville
Tree Protection Board Meeting
June 8, 2020 — 9:00 am
Town Hall, Town Council Chambers

The public and Town Council members are strongly encouraged to attend virtually
The meeting will be live-streamed through the live-streaming link on the Town’s website: https://sc-
summerville.civicplus.com/159/L ive-Streaming-Meetings

For additional information regarding items on this agenda including any public hearings, please contact
the Planning Department at planning@summervillesc.gov or 843.851.4217. Applications and related
documents for this meeting are available for review at any time at www.summervillesc.gov/AgendaCenter
Public that chooses to attend this meeting in person will be required to have their temperature scanned
and abide by social distancing requirements.

Approval of Minutes
1. May 11, 2020 minutes
Qld Business
1. 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 43 — Removal of one 28” Pine tree

New Business

1. 1925 Bacon's Bridge Road, Lot 123 - Removal of one 31” Pine tree
2. 803 S. Main Street — Removal of one Oak and four Holly trees
3. 192 Factor’s Walk — Removal of one Pine and two hardwood trees

Miscellaneous

Adjournment

Posted June 2, 2020


https://sc-summerville.civicplus.com/159/Live-Streaming-Meetings
https://sc-summerville.civicplus.com/159/Live-Streaming-Meetings
mailto:planning@summervillesc.gov
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Tree Protection Board Minutes
Monday, May 11, 2020
Zoom Cloud Meeting

Members Present:
David Morris
Ginger Reilly
Peter Wallace
Kenny Sott

Faye Campbell

Staff Present:
Jessi Shuler, Director of Planning
Bill Salisbury, Arborist

The meeting was called to order at 9:15 am. Roll call was taken. Mr. Wallace asked for consideration of
the April 20, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Morris seconded the motion for approval of the minutes as
presented. The motioned carried 7-0.

Old Business

1. 201 Simmons Avenue — Mr. Salisbury provided an overview; an arborist hired by the owner had
evaluated the 36” pine tree and provided a letter of assessment to Ms. Smith which was included in
the meeting packet which the TPB members had read. It referred to a lightning strike which had
healed over, and that there was not enough room on the site to move the location of the house to meet
the 1’ per 17 caliper required to ensure future health of the tree. Mr. Wallace stated there was nothing
the arborist saw that the board members had not seen. Ms. Smith guestioned why the lightning strike
had not been mentioned at the previous TPB meeting. She additionally questioned how the trees are
graded, including the standard used and by what process. Mr. Sott addressed those concerns by
saying each member visited the site separately and saw the lightning strike but that it appeared to be
healed over, and they did not believe it was an issue. Ms. Smith asked about the use of an ISA risk
assessment form she had seen on the ISA website. Mr. Salisbury answered that the ISA risk
assessment standards are used to grade the trees but the actual form is not used. Ms. Smith stated she
needed more information and there has to be equity in grading of trees since there are different
assessments from different certified arborists. Mr. Wallace asked whether they were there to discuss
the remaining trees on this site or just the 36” pine tree. Ms. Smith reiterated her questions regarding
tree grading processes. Mr. Wallace stated that there was no mention of the lightning strike in the
previous minutes but agreed that it should have been in the record. Ms. Smith again voiced her
concerns about the TPB, what standard is used for the process to be equitable and fair. Mr. Sott asked
Mr. Salisbury to answer Ms. Smith‘s concerns in writing which he agreed to do. Mr. Wallace made a
motion to allow removal of the large 36” pine tree with 100% mitigation. Ms. Campbell seconded the
motion. Ms. Smith asked for explanation of mitigation. Mr. Salisbury stated the tree loss would need
to be mitigated inch for inch with at least 2.5 caliper canopy trees. Mr. Wallace added larger caliper
trees could be used but the smaller trees have a better survival rate and help alleviate space problems.
Mr. Salisbury explained about paying into the Tree Fund rather than actually adding the trees to her
landscape plan if there are space constraints. Ms. Campbell stated that the tree committee could not
tell when the lightning strike occurred but could see it had healed. Each lightning strike occurrence is
different. Ms. Smith stated she understands that but her concern was that it was not even mentioned
in the previous meeting. Mr. Sott stated that Ms. Smith’s concerns have been duly noted. A roll call
vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously.

2. 110 Pinewood Drive — Given the large number of trees to be considered, the TPB agreed to review
and vote on them in smaller groupings by location on the site referencing the numbers provided on
the tree survey. Mr. Salisbury stated the owner would like to remove trees 33, 34, 35 and 36; in doing
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S0, the pine trees would do better. The owner, Mr. Garrett, stated that the pines are healthy but they
do have some significant lean. The eleven inch pine is not growing very well, and the two largest
pines have pretty good leans. Mr. Sott asked about the DOT setback and what type of driveway was
being installed. Mr. Garrett stated it would be slag with concrete curbing. Mr. Wallace stated he
visited the site and disagrees with the severity of the lean/health; the issue is with the location of the
driveway and could it be moved. Mr. Garrett stated with the utilities in the front yard it is difficult to
back in equipment. Mr. Sott asked if it is possible to back into the ten foot area if the trees were not
removed. Mr. Garrett said it would be squeezed between the house and trees. Mr. Wallace made a
motion to remove the four trees for the driveway, Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. A roll call
vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously.

Trees 5, 6, 7,8,9: Mr. Salisbury stated trees 7 and 8 are in the way of access, 5, 6 and 9 are on the
side. Mr. Garrett explained 5, 7 and 8 are in the way because it will be a two-bay carport, 6 and 9 are
even with the 10’ setback and should not keep him from parking or storing things but would be easier
if they were removed also. Mr. Wallace made a motion to allow removal of 7 and 8 but for 5, 6 and 9
to stay. Ms. Reilly seconded the motion. Mr. Garrett requested 9 be left but he be allowed to remove
5 and 6 with full mitigation. Mr. Wallace amended the motion to allow removal of 7 and 8, and to
also allow removal of 5 and 6 with full mitigation, 9 is denied. Ms. Campbell seconded the motion.

A roll call vote was taken and the motion passed unanimously.

Trees 10, 14, 15, 16: Mr. Sott questioned the health of 16. Mr. Salisbury stated is it fine but leaning
away from property. Mr. Garrett stated it is 6-7° away from carport itself but he would rather take it
out now before the building is in and it grows larger. Mr. Sott asked if it is a slab, Mr. Garrett said
yes but he is not sure of the footer depth. Mr. Wallace stated a substantial footer would require root
pruning. Ms. Campbell stated Trees 10, 13, 14, 15 are in the footprint and made a motion to remove
those but leave 16. Ms. Reilly seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken and the motion passed
unanimously. Mr. Sott stated if issues develop regarding the root system of 16, it can be brought
back to TPB.

Trees 11, 12,19 (11 is a Hickory, not Pecan as shown on site plan): These trees are within 5-6’ of the
carport and shed, in the way of slag between two buildings, in the way of pulling something out of 1%
bay door. Mr. Sott pointed out a void at the bottom of one of the trees. Mr. Wallace stated it would
have been helpful to know vehicle pathway when visiting site. Ms. Campbell made a motion to
approve removal of these three trees; Mr. Morris seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken and
the motion passed unanimously.

Trees 17, 18, 20, 21 (a Hickory, not Pecan), 22, 24, 23: Mr. Salisbury stated these trees would be very
difficult to keep because they are so close to the building footprint. Mr. Sott made a motion to
approve removal of the trees, Mr. Wallace seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. The
motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Morris asked about a Magnolia and Live Oak not on the tree survey; Mr. Garrett said the
Magnolia was not large enough to require permission to remove, the Live Oak was not being
removed.

Trees 25, 26, 27, 28: Mr. Garrett stated 26 butts up to the well house so is concerned about damage to
the well, 27 and 28 are close to uprooting of a large Live Oak. Mr. Garrett stated 25 is a Water Oak
which has a bad reputation and he would rather remove and mitigate because of the problems it
presents. Ms. Campbell stated that a number of trees have already been approved for removal and
they would like to save as many other trees as possible. Mr. Garrett stated he is not asking to remove
and not replant, he wants to remove the ones that are not aesthetically pleasing because they have
issues. Mr. Wallace made a motion to allow removal of 25 with mitigation and to deny removal of
26, 27 and 28. Mr. Morris seconded the motion. Mr. Sott added Mr. Garrett can return to the TPB if
26 causes problems with the well house in the future. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed
four against one (Ms. Reilly).
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Tree 37: Mr. Garrett reported the tree had been topped by the power company. Ms. Campbell made
a motion to approve removal of 37; Mr. Wallace seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
The motion passed unanimously.

New Business

100 Classic Street — Removal of 2 Pines and 5 Oak trees. Mr. Salisbury reported 4 of the 5 oaks
are diseased with a good bit of rot, and the owner has moved the house on the site to save a large oak
on the other side. He wants to pipe the ditch; the two pines are not in the foot print of the house, but
they are not aesthetically pleasing. Mr. Winkle stated he plans to put in a pool and will mitigate for
the trees. Mr. Sott asked if he has applied for a permit for the pool. Mr. Winkle stated not yet, but it
would damage the property if he were to have it removed at a later date. Mr. Sott stated of the Oaks
along the road, one looks healthier than the others, but there is still probably rot in the middle. Mr.
Wallace stated there is only one worth considering. Ms. Campbell commended the owner for his
willingness to move the house to save the large tree. Mr. Wallace made a motion to allow removal of
all water oaks and to allow the two Pine trees with mitigation. Ms. Campbell seconded the motion.
A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed unanimously.

330 Heber Street — Removal of 2 Pines and 1 Gum tree - Mr. Salisbury reported there are two
Pine trees very close to the house, and a Gum tree in the rear that was probably broken out at the top
in the past. Mr. Wallace made a motion to approve removal of the Gum tree and the Pine tree furthest
from the street that is damaging the AC unit. Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. She stated she was
leaning towards approving removal of both pines because they are so close. Mr. Salisbury stated the
owner’s main reason for removal is limbs falling on the house. A roll call vote was taken. The
motion passed unanimously.

3 Princess Court — Removal of 4 Pines and 1 Cherry tree — Mr. Salisbury reported the pines are
cracking the driveways on either side of the trees, and the Cherry tree is in very poor health. The
pines are closer to the neighbor’s driveway; the trees are very healthy and have been root pruned
previously. Mr. Wallace stated the cherry tree can be removed, but the pine trees labeled 3 and 4
need to stay. He made a motion to allow removal of the trees labeled 1, 2 and 5, but keep 3 and 4.
Mr. Sott seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed unanimously.

520 King Charles Circle — Removal of 1 tree - Mr. Carter stated the tree is dropping nuts and
causing damage to the roof of his porch. He is also concerned about the nuts falling and injuring
children. Mr. Salisbury stated the tree is healthy but he did see dents in the roof. He does not think
pruning would help. Mr. Morris stated looking at Google Earth the lot looks pretty wooded. Mr.
Wallace made a motion to deny removal of the tree but allow trimming of no more than 20%. Ms.
Campbell seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed unanimously. Ms.
Campbell told the owner it can be revisited if necessary. Mr. Sott thought he remembered one large
limb over the house that could be pruned which might help with the roof.

Miscellaneous: There were no items under Miscellaneous.

Adjourn:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:12 am on a motion by Ms. Campbell

and a second by Mr. Wallace. The motion carried.
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Respectfully submitted,

Date:

Bill Salisbury
Arborist/Natural Resource Planner

Approved:

Kenny Sott, Chair

Faye Campbell, Vice Chair

; O,



STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
June 1, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 28, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Scott Wilson
Owner: Yes Communities
Requested Action: Removal of one 28” Pine tree
Location: 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 43
Guideline Citation: UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:

1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or

2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or

3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or

4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or

5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or

6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or

7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or

8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation: Pine tree looks to be in good health.


http://www.summervillesc.gov/
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
June 1, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 28, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Scott Wilson
Owner: Yes Communities
Requested Action: Removal of one 31” Pine tree
Location: 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 123
Guideline Citation: UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:

1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or

2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or

3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or

4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or

5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or

6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or

7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or

8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation: The pine tree is in good condition.
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
June 1, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 11, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION

Property Applicant: Reese Rice
Owner: Reese Rice
Requested Action: Removal of one 29” Laurel Oak, one Water Oak and four

Holly trees
Location: 803 S. Main Street Summerville SC 29483
Guideline Citation: UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:

1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or

2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or

3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or

4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or

5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or

6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or

7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or

8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation: The owner plans to install a pool in the yard. All of the trees look healthy;
however, they would like to remove these trees in order to save a grand oak tree
which is closer to the house and put the pool back further where these trees are.
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SECHN RS AN SR ST | oy Health and Species Profile . —
None (dead)] Normal ____ %  Chlorotic____ %  Necrotic_ %
__ Abiotic

Vigor Low D Normal & High O
Pests /Biotic
Species failure profile BranchesE Trunkd Roots ] Describe_

Foliage None {seasonal)d

‘Load Factors

Wind exposure Protected @ Partiald Fulll Wind funnelingd Relative crown size Smallld MediumE@ LargeO
Crown density Sparsel] Normai@ Dense[] Interior branches Few[] Normal " Dense[] Vines/Mistletoe/Moss 0  A71€
Recent or expected change in load factors A

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure
(U;alanced crown []

— Crown and Branches —

LCR % ) Cracks O Lightning damage 01

Dead twigs/branches [ % overall Max. dia. Codominant I B Included bark CJ
groken/Ha:ge;r:; . Nquber Max. dia. Weak attachments B #_ /r'em ﬁ Cavity/Nest hole___ % dirc.

Ver-e“e? ea branches Previous branch failures O Similar branches present []
Pruning history Dead/Missing bark £ Cankers/Galls/Burls LI Sapwood damage/decay [1

) ead/Missing barl ankers/Galls/Burls wood damage/deca
Crown cleaned [J Thinned 7 Raised = g ? s Y
Reduced O Topped [I Lion-tailed O Conks U HE‘:"”WOOd decay [ _ —
Flush cuts 0 Other Response growth .22
Condition(s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance . Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/AO Minor [0 Moderstel Significant O Load on defect N/AO Minor [0 Moderateld Significant G

Likelibood of failure lmprobabIeEI/PossibieD Probable [0 Imminent &I

Likelihood of failure Improbable & Possible 1 Probable [I imminent O

/'_ —Trunk — \\

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O

Codominant stems OJ Included bark OO Cracks O
Sapwood damage/decay [ Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap coze O
Lightning damageJ  Heartwood decay[d  Conks/Mushrooms L
Cavity/Nest hole 9% circ. Depth Poor taper O
Lean ° Corrected? __

Response growth y

Condition{s) of concern ==
Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/A If Minor O Moderate[d Significant O

\\Likeiihood of failure ImprobableMJPossibleD Probabie I Imminent E/

/‘_ — Roots and Root Collar — ﬁ\

Stem girdling &~

Collar buried/Not visible [J Depth

Dead O Decay D Conks/Mushrooms 1
Ooze O Cavity O % cire.
Cracks O  Cut/Damaged rootsC]  Distance from trunk

Root plate lifting [] Soil weakness [J

Response growth - —
Condition (s} of concern

Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/A O Minor [0 Maoderate[d Significant [J

\\!.ikelihood of failure tmprobable @~ Possible 01 Probable O Imminent l:'.'l,/)
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& Risk Categorization,
Likelihood
. Failure & Impact] Consequences
Failure Impact i
Target Condition(s) ffom ok D)
(Target number Tree part o .
- of concern = - B =l a £ Risk
or description} s |lo|2|5] 2 £ - | = c|ls H .
HEIFIH E E] AHBRE EIREHE B
sl 2|8lElelz|B|ElE|E|le|lels|El5|E] dom
El2|c|ElS|3[2|x|5(8|5]|2]|2|5|F|& | morxa)
e B 3 3 -
Heeldia Top P | Tpaltvee | |V v v Lo
; H v f‘)’l‘ A Q\;i\ 3\‘ "\
Teee. \
+ . o - i
t_-’,"uw ren T"P V;{? T"(,Pc"“‘trﬁ?],) v v vy vy }113)
B .
!.;/mj i om l.vll_rcl-a} T\fae-“,." Hfﬂ:’v} ¢
GVA b s
Matrix |, Likelihood matrix. el L, ; . - [
- — |
Likelihood Likefihood of Impact . . |__ - ! L
of Failure | very low Low . Medium’ High I ; | [
Imminent | Unlikely |Scmewhat likely Likely =~ Very likely . | | e | - - _.{ il
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely l [ | | |
Possible | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely : I I I :
improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely i ; ' !
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix, | | | L.
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure | § i E
Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor Significant Severe | I l__ i . | l i
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme —ii—!— —e—— i : —T
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate Marth
Unlikely Low Low Low Low o “

Notes, explanations, descriptions

— \—-4..--
Mitigation options
1. L AL B Residual risk

- ] '/ﬁ, JF . . .
2 ACCp L) FEA T o /*’9;., ey ple e e Residual risk
7 v 7

3. _— Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low O Moderate @ HighO Extreme O

Overall residual risk None O Low @ Moderate 0 High O Extreme Recommended inspection interval

Data FfFinal [J Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo ClYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Bf\lone Olvisibility DAccess OVines [ORoot collar buried Describe
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ISR Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client Date Time
Address/Tree location __ £0 < - 3 174t Tree no. _ Sheet & _of 7
Tree species __ waten JHAXL doh  z%" Height 5 Crown spread dia. &%
Assessor(s) 1/ St/ s 3 ____Tools used Time frame__ / jero.
RNDRE T . Target Assessment
5 Target rone
g o5, [5: me |28 |5,
; Target deseription Target protection 3= ; E S = 2_1;’::;nal Eg § B
80 ﬁ% o g: 3 - fraquent 23 gg
& 8 & 8 d-constant | = £ | @ H
1 E:;’f/ / / ¢ g
2 I
3
4
= . Site Factors N -
History of failures Topography Flatd SlopeO % Aspect _____
Site changes None B Grade change [ Site clearing[] Changed soil hydrologyd Root cuts[] Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated I Shallow[3 Compacte Pavement over rogts [ % Describe
Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong windsticeld Snow Heavy rain Eb<Describe
LR Te m e "7 ST Tree Healthand Species Profile . _
Vigor Low 0 Normal B HighO Foliage None {seasonal) None (dead)[J Normal __ % Chlorotic__ % Necrotic___ %

Pests /Biotic
Species failure profile BranchesJ Trunk Reots] Describe

Abiotic

Load Factors

Wind exposure Protected [9" Partial 0 Fulld Wind funnelingd

Crown density Sparsed NormaIE/DenseEl Interior branches Few[] NormalE] Dense[d  Vines/Mistletoe/Mass [

Recent or expected change in load factors

Relative crown size Small] Mediumt Large O

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

-~ Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced erown O LCR %
Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max, dia.
Broken/Hangers Number Max. dia.

Over-extended branches [0
Pruning history

Crown cleaned O Thinned B~ Raised E‘I/
Reduced O Topped 0O Lion-tailed O
Flush cuts O Other

Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/a O Minor [T Meoderated Significant O
Likelihoad of failure Improbable B Possible 0 Probable O Imminent 3

Condition (s} of concern

Cracks [ ___Lightning damage O
Codominant O Included bark [
Weak attachments Cavity/Nest hole____ %cire.
Previous branch failures O Similar branches present O
Dead/Missing bark O Cankers/Galls/Burls [} Sapwood damage/decay [J
Conks O Heartwood decay [ —=
Response growth

Part Size — Fail Distance

Load on defect N/A DO Minor O Moderated Significant O

tikelihood of feilure Improbable EPossible [ Probable O Imminent C1

r/ —Trunk — \

Dead/Missing bark [J Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible [J Depth Stem girdling OJ
Codominant stems O Included bark [J Cracks OJ Dead [J Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O
Sapwood damage/decay (1 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0  Sap ooze [J Coze O Cavity [ % cire.
Lightning damagel] Heartwood decay[d  Conks/Mushrooms [T Cracks 0 Cut/Damagedroots]  Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting CJ Soil weakness OJ
Lean *  Corrected?

Response growth
Response growth Condition(s) of
Condition (s) of concern @ndiion () of gancem
Part Size Fall Distance PartSige Fall Distance
Load on defect N/A O Minor [ Moderate(] Significant O Load on defect N/AO Minor [0 Moderate[d Significant (I
Likelihood of failure ImpmbabIeE‘” Passible 0 Probable O imminent 0 —/u.ikelihood of failure Improbable[ﬂ/PossibleEl Probable OO0 Imminent I_]//

//_ — Roots and Root Collar — \\
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Risk Categorization - ! IR

Likelihood
: Failure & Impact| Consequences
Failure impact )
Target Conditions) rom Moo l)
{Target number Tree part £ 2 - ) = Risk
or description) oF concern £ = | E H £ ] % 5 I.s
S|lE2)ls5| e E = S =12 8 o]
clz|=|&|=2 2 8| 5|E| 2| AmmE
s B(EB|lE|lz|z|B|B|ZE|E|lE|lel| |G| @om
El2|c|E|2|8[2|Z|S|&|5|2)=|8|7|&| Morxy
. } L - v
Boslfon Tiee Tor | Tp of Tree | |V 7| | Fa i I
A ~ Lo .
ls'mbl Limbi HoH oy
R‘v‘ % \é v w i ,,»#
- - o = . J
Z:“'/r/ﬂ/!"'n,; /nn“.-/c «ff ,%J;?"fr"f, V|- i v i
47;\’91?._- 'gévr.}/"‘j
Matrix . Likelihood matrix, ; | ! ! S
Likelihood Likelihood of Impact l I | |- .
- - |
of Failure | very low Low Medium High { i . | | [ |
Imminent | Unlikely |Somewhat likely Likely - Very likely —i === l T
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely | L ‘ |
Possible | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely { ' 5 |
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely } : ! ! ;
i
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | | | | | | |
: = . [ R
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure l i
Failure & impact | Negligible Minor Significant Severe - i | ' I | |
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme ! ; — : —
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate MNorth
Unlikely Low Low Low Low -
Notes, explanations, descriptions \
¢
A

Mitigation options
1. frivie - - Residual risk
Residual risk

2.

3. o Residual risk _
4. Residual risk _
Overall tree risk rating Llow O Moderate E/High O  Extreme O

Overall residualrisk ~ None 1 Low [l Moderate O High O Extreme 0  Recommended inspection interval

Data [JFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CDNo CIYes-Type/Reason
inspection limitations one OVisibility [JAccess Ovines CIRoot collar buried Describe
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
June 1, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 22, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Renee Bowers
Owner: Renee Bowers
Requested Action: Removal of one Pine and two hardwood trees
Location: 192 Factor’s Walk
Guideline Citation: UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:

1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or

2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or

3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or

4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or

5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or

6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or

7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or

8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation: The pine tree has wood pecker holes half way up. One of the hardwoods is dead
and the other is leaning over the house.


http://www.summervillesc.gov/
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Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client R enfe sLieys Date 5~-2&L~29 . 1237
Address /Tree location 192 Factors Walk _ Tree no. { Sheet 7 of 1/
Tree species Pive : dbh 4 = Height %0’ Crown spread dia, % ©
Assessor(s) il Sal B‘aw.} Tools used Time frame /[ yeay
. Target Assessment:© . !
& Target zone
Occupancy [
'g E @ = g o rate 2%l s
= . . HEslEaE 11 _— o
c Target description Target protection T=|2I|3 E bt of|lER
- golgs=|uli 2 - occasional £u |EE
] g 5 g [ B G| 3-frequent 2l8%
] ] = = 4 - tonstant E g é g
! Hovsa Mine v &f Vi
2 vl g i %V"f fovaee v’ "f
i pedpie {n 4ued e Y 2
Site Factars
History of failures __ Zriw v Jimghs are. miziis ¢ Topography Flatll Slope®” 3 % Aspect
Site changes None [T Grade change & Site dearing[] Changed soil hydrologyd Root cutsd Describe Tree < its v hi-‘x}\
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated 7 Shallow D Compacted O Pavement over roots O] % Describe ___frpije

Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong winds'Ice[] Snow 3 Heavy rain [ Describe 74 tin oo s Torme 5
TR s - © - 7% Tree Health and Species Profile S e e

Vigor Low O NormalE’HighlZ' Foliage None (seasonal) O None (dead) Normal _72 % Chiorotic /& %  Necrotic © %

oy e

. A

Pests /Biotic fas e Pl ckev Abiotic
Species failure profile Branches &~ TrunkO RootsO Describe___ z reg = e L by
- : ' Load Factors

Wind exposure Protected @ Partial O FullD Wind funneling Relative crown size Smalld Medium i"_"r’LargeEI
Crown density Sparse[] Normal ¥ Denseld  Interior branches Few[] Normai E/Dense O vines/Mistletoe/Moss [ A/ine
Recent or expected change in load factors _ brené.

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

— Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown OO LCR % Cracks OO0 Lightning damage [
Dead twigs/branches [] % overall Max. dia. Codorminant ] inciuded bark £
Broken/Hangers Number Max. dia. Weak attachments [0 _ Cavity/Nesthole_ % dirc.

Over-extended branches O

. Previous branch failures O Similar branches present 3
Pruning history =

Dead/Missing bark 0 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sapwood damage/decay B

Crown cleaned [0 Thinned O Raised i
Reduced O Topped 0O Lion-tailed [J Conks 1 Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts } Other Response growth

- ~.
i _bas .? bole by }"'ujl wheve Condition (s) of concern
pveah  hel beed cof

. ;I,r// . SJ 4 : =

Part Size Fall Distance =2~ Part Size Fall Distance -

Load on defect N/AaO Minor OO Moderate[d Significant O Load on defect N/AO Minor O Moderatel] Significant O
\Likelihoodoffailure Improbable @ Possible ©3 Probable CI imminent O Likelihood of failure Improbable [ Possible 1 Probable 01 Imminent 0
/ —Trunk — \/’_ — Roots and Root Collar — \\

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color {J Collar buried/Not visible 1 Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay (1 Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay 1 Cankers/Galis/Burls 0 Sap coze [1 Ocze [ Cavity O 9% circ.

Lightning damage ]  Heartwood decayE]  Conks/Mushrooms [1 Cracks 0 Cut/DamagedrootsE]  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Raat plate lifting O Soil weakness [

Lean °*  Corrected? Py e

. —— Response growth -

e5p0ns - VJ”&

Condition (s} of concemn Condition (s} of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/AD Minor 00 Moderate[d Significant Load on defect N/A D Minor O Moderate] Significant [J

\i.iloelihood of failure lmprobablelﬂ" Possible 0 Probable O Imminent Ifl/\ukelihood of failure lmprobablel'i’l’?ossiblel] Probable T Imminent !_ZI//
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Rlsk Categorlzatlon
Likelihood
i Consequences
Target Failure Impact Fag:::ﬁg';;':)aﬁ a
arg Condition(s)
(Target number Tree part P L - . - Risk
or description) of concern E K E 2 E - .E; ] 2 E ratlisng
o ]| = 3 I =[® @
£7 -"g HERHEHEBEHE e o E E gl (fom
Ej2|S|E|2 |3 |=|2|S|8|2|212|B|&|& | Moz
Fouye Top T~ 7 Iree HiTgWang 1V J J Y] Low
. o oF Tres Hithiu peaste i . )
Pe“ﬂ’& Y H ool hf(!’p “r e ﬁ)‘ v G/J v J o LGW
ol te L,_‘q:w_'} Tp Branches ok Trez pashs #H g poad o P I (5?']! 7 T
Matrix {. Likelihood matrix, _ 1L él = S -
Likelihood s Likelihood of Impact !  (— 1' _-I
of Failure | very low low . . Medium High | l |
- - - = — = |
_Imminent | Unlikely |Somewhat likely ‘Likely Very likely _i_ = [—= I'"" i'_' i
- |
- Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely | | | |
. Possible " | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely | | | |
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely —t l ' |
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. 1 _’ } I_ | |
Likelihood bf Consequences of Failure ]_ T F |
- - - - e b — = .
Failure & Impact | Negligible | Minor Significant Severe | i ; ? | r
Veryrlikrely Low Moderate High: Extreme ! ! e ey T
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate North
Unlikely Low Low Low Low i f L
R L b
Notes, explanations, descriptions
L oy Keeu any @uC on the er// f
3 AJV +im I[ 5 7 \
e Lllfug a o\r‘gdrtyf f’\‘m'b i -:ﬂ_n.e Trew ¢y ﬂ‘ ' % i /
'}-éf" a Ao logle T l'l'n.ﬁ l—\a‘r_. T, ‘-Mm

Mitigation options
Residual risk

1
2 Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low E/Moderate O HighO ExtremeO

Overall residual risk  Noned Low @ Moderate 0 High[0 Extremed  Recommended inspection interval / S E L
Data OFinal OPreliminary Advanced assessment needed ClNo Ei¥es-Type/Reason f?‘ﬁ?(‘)( lm {e W Up2v Py t "‘ﬂ Frak
Inspection limitations ENone Ovisibility OAccess Clvines CIRoot collar buried Describe
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